This study explores the extent to which 'French theory' (Bourdieu, Derrida, Foucault et al.) has left its mark on the scholarly literature of information studies. A bibliometric analysis reveals which theorists (and which works) have been most highly cited over the course of the last four decades. The study also identifies the information studies journals and scholars who have been the most frequent citers of French theorists.
Introduction
The English translation of François Cusset's French Theory, originally published in 2003, appeared in early 2008. It was greeted effusively by Stanley Fish, doyen of American critical theorists, and came armed with glowing blurbs by Jacques Derrida ('a remarkable book') and Sylvère Lotinger ('a dazzling intellectual adventure') [1, 2] . The names of Derrrida and Lotinger, it should be noted in the interest of full disclosure, appear frequently in the pages of Cusset's supremely self-confident account of America's love affair with the often prolix, occasionally arcane, and rarely pellucid philosophical writings of a loosely defined coterie of French intellectuals. The book's subtitle, How Foucault, Derrida, Deluze & Co. Transformed the Intellectual Life of the United States, summarizes succinctly, and accurately as it transpires, the scope of Cusset's ambitious project. Cusset is by no means the first to examine the influence of French structuralist and poststructuralist thinking on American intellectual life, but his manifest familiarity with the primary sources and many of the dramatis personae, allied to his grasp of American social and cultural history, makes for a sweeping narrative.
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The study's scope, sample and methods
Despite the growth of interest in theorizing within information studies -see [10] on the use of both endogenous and exogenous theory in the field -there is little evidence, either empirical or anecdotal, to suggest that a full-blown 'critical turn' is under way [11, 12] . Given the field's traditional fondness for experimental research (e.g., information retrieval), survey research (e.g., user studies) and quantitative analysis (e.g., bibliometrics), information studies might seem an unlikely receptor site for French theory. Impressionistically, however, there does seem to be a fairly recent and still growing interest in the theoretical contributions of a number of French poststructuralists and others [13, pp. 468-469] . This, quite naturally, causes one to wonder whether some of the established research traditions, operating assumptions and modes of scholarly inquiry long associated with information studies are being influenced or challenged by adherents of 'the New'. Is it possible, in other words, that information studies is experiencing, or may be about to experience, its very own 'culture wars', with all the internecine squabbling and damaging factionalism implied thereby? Or can information studies absorb beneficially elements of French theory without its established epistemic culture being weakened or subverted? Here we test our initial speculation by gathering longitudinal data on which French theorists and works are being imported into information studies; specifically, we identify the principal ports of entry (journals) and importers (citing authors).
We do acknowledge at the outset that citations are surrogates of impact, partial indicators of intellectual influence (see [14] for a useful overview of the issues). For instance, and at the risk of stating the obvious, I may cite Foucault without having read him; I may cite Foucault, but only in translation; I may cite Foucault having read only selections or summaries of his work, what Cusset [1, p. 220] dismisses as 'parataxic reading'; I may cite Foucault for strategic, historical, or comparative purposes; I may mis-cite Foucault. There are many ways in, and reasons for, which I may cite (or not cite) Foucault, but my citing of him does not necessarily mean that I am (a) deeply familiar with his oeuvre, (b) actively promulgating his ideas, or (c) attempting to instantiate his theoretical and ideological positions in my own writings. In short, citing Foucault does not make one a Foucauldian or a postmodernist of any kind, though it may, if nothing else, make one look and feel chic in certain intellectual quarters; this is what Cusset [1, p. 93] seems to mean by 'the charisma of a name-of-the-concept'. In response, it could be argued that denigrating French theory is itself in vogue in some quarters.
These facts should be borne in mind when looking at the data presented here. It is only by painstaking textual and contextual analysis that one can properly understand how a field, be it information studies, comparative literature, or law, appropriates epistemic resources (concepts, methods, models, terminology, etc.) from another and incorporates them into its theory base and discursive practices. That interpretative study we shall leave to others. The purpose of this short paper is to provide some baseline data that may stimulate more granular investigations. However, for those who are unfamiliar with what we are here labelling 'French theory' or who want to know why information studies scholars cite French theorists, we have attached an Appendix containing 20 illustrative abstracts from leading journals in the field. In each case we have highlighted the author's stated rationale for drawing upon key concepts from the work of one or other of the French theorists whom we eventually included in our study.
Who, then, are the names associated with French theory? It all depends whom you ask. There isn't a club, an association, a movement, or a collectivity to which one can point and say: 'Anyone who is a member of this is a French theorist'. Nor is there a formally specified set of criteria which, if met, would qualify one for the appellation 'French theorist', at least as far as we can tell. Derrida and Foucault would surely appear on most people's lists, but what about Julia Kristeva, who was born in Bulgaria and moved to Paris where she studied under Roland Barthes, or the peripatetic Belgian Luce Irigaray? Do we include precursors such as Ferdinand de Saussure (theory of language) or successors such as Bruno Latour, whose work is considered by some to occupy 'a hybrid position between science studies and French theory' [15, p. 280 
Cusset states that his objective is to 'focus on the seven authors whose works form the backbone of French theory and provide it with its major conceptual directions as well as its theoretical style' [1, p. 277] . For the record, his magnificent seven are: Michel Foucault, Jacques Derrida, Félix Guattari, Gilles Deleuze, Jean-François Lyotard, Jean Baudrillard and Roland Barthes. Interestingly, though, the inside cover of his book mentions only six anchor names; Barthes has somehow dropped out of the frame. In certain respects, the index to French Theory may be a more reliable guide to the author's actual coverage and emphases. One can see at a glance which theorists are most frequently mentioned throughout the text.
In an early study of the American market for the French brand of interpretative theory, Lamont used the 'elite identification technique' to generate a sample of grandees [9, p. 587] . Her list included Louis Althusser, Jean Baudrillard, François Châtlet, Gilles Deluze, Jacques Derrida, Emmanuel Levinas, Michel Foucault, Jean-François Lyotard, Paul Ricoueur and Michel Serres. One could proceed in like manner, but it seems safe to say that any sample of French theorists of this fuzzily delineated period will inevitably reflect some degree of arbitrariness or selection bias, conscious or otherwise. In the end we settled on 16 names (see Table 1 ) based on our reading of the literature dealing with French theory and our insider knowledge of information studies.
We used as our literature sample all 80 information studies journals that were considered mainstream by Cronin and Meho [16] and also covered in Web of Science (WoS) between 1955 and late-2008. (We do recognize the limitations of using Web of Science as our sampling frame. For instance, WoS's coverage is restricted largely to journals, which means that citations in monographs and conference proceedings are mostly excluded from the analysis.) We used all 80 journals to reflect the diversity of publication outlets and breadth of topic coverage associated with the field. Our approach comprised six steps. First, we counted all citations to our chosen 16 French theorists using WoS from 1955 to late-2008. Second, we compared the frequency of citations in information studies journals with other fields, specifically the 25 fields that most frequently cited the French. Third, we identified which theorists' works were most frequently cited and in which information studies journals. Fourth, we analyzed the distribution of citations to the French theorists over time in information studies and the other fields we selected. Fifth, we recorded which faculty members had cited which theorists and how often. Sixth, we identified the institutional affiliations of those authors who most frequently cited the French theorists.
Results and discussion
Our 16 theorists were cited 1202 times in 632 documents: 524 journal articles, 57 review articles, 22 editorials, 18 book reviews, 4 bibliographies, 3 notes, and 4 other items. 1 The frequency distribution is shown in Table 1 . Even in a relatively small field such as information studies, a total of 632 citing articles to a group of 16 authors over the course of roughly four decades constitutes rather modest impact, especially when compared with fields such as literature, sociology, and philosophy (see Table 2 ). Moreover, as we note later, not all of the 632 citing articles in the 80-journal set were written by authors affiliated with departments of information studies; many were the work of authors from other disciplines (for more on this, see [16] ).
Bruno Latour led the pack (235 citing articles) followed by Michel Foucault (180) and Pierre Bourdieu (123). Roland Barthes and Jacques Derrida came next with 57 and 45, respectively. Georges Bataille and Jacques Lacan ranked last with four and two citing articles, respectively. From Table 3 we can see that the bulk of Latour's citations were to just two publications, his 1979 coauthored (with Steve Woolgar) book, Laboratory Life (108 citations), closely followed by his 1987 monograph, Science in Action (99). For the record, 15 others works of his were also cited. Foucault's citation footprint is the widest of the 16 theorists, though not the deepest. He has five publications in the top 10 most highly cited texts: The Archaeology of Knowledge (74), Discipline and Punish (55), The Order of Things (36), Power/Knowledge (34), and Language, Counter-Memory, Practice (18) . As can be seen from Table 3 , very few of the citations to the works of Foucault et al. are to French language texts. Most researchers in information studies are apparently content to rely on translations, though it is possible that some read the texts in the original and cite in translation for the reader's benefit. It seems not inconceivable that some authors may occasionally come away with a partial or less than fully nuanced appreciation of what was actually said in the original.
The distribution of citations by source journal is shown in Table 4 . Strictly speaking, one would want to normalize frequency of publication, average article length, etc., but here we are simply looking for coarse-grained indicators of influence. The quantitatively inclined Scientometrics has the highest number of articles citing French theorists, but these are all to the two sociologists in our sample, Bourdieu (6) and Latour (68). By way of contrast, Derrida and Foucault are frequently cited by authors publishing in Table 5 . The decade-bydecade increase in information studies, from the pre-1980 period to late-2008, is striking: 7, 48, 217, 360. Clearly, awareness of the French theorists continues to grow within information studies, even if the aggregate citation impact of Foucault et al. is, as we pointed out above, rather modest. It is important to note here, however, that the increase in awareness is more pronounced in information studies than many other fields due in part to the low initial base (see Table 5 ). To oversimplify somewhat, literary fields were enthusiastic adopters of French theory, while some others, notably information studies, communication, and environmental studies, were slower to follow prevailing fashion. Table 6 lists the 11 authors (five from the USA, three from the UK, and one each from Finland, France and the Netherlands) with the most articles in our sample of information studies journals citing one or more of the 16 French theorists. John Budd has the highest number. Three of these authorsCourtial, Leydesdorff and Radford -are not affiliated with an information studies department and several earned their doctorates in fields other than information studies (e.g., history [Wiegand] , sociology [Leydesdorff], mathematics [Thelwall]). We have sufficient familiarity with the work of all 11 authors to state, cautiously to be sure, that the ways in which and reasons for which they cite the French are often very different (Courtial, by the way, is French). For instance, our colleague Ronald Day's academic training is in philosophy and comparative literature, with a specialization in literary theory. One might thus say that 'French theory' is constitutive of his intellectual persona and his scholarly production. That is not true for most of the other citing authors, at least not to the same extent.
A clearer picture of who cites whom is given in Table 7 . Here we do not just see how many articles have cited the French but how many times each of the 16 theorists has been cited. So, for example, all of Leydesdorff's 12 citations are to the work of Bruno Latour while eight of Radford's nine are to Foucault. Budd and Day range most widely in their referencing behaviour. Budd cites 10 of the 16 French theorists and is the only one to reference the anthropologist Lévi-Strauss and phenomenologist Merleau-Ponty, while Day is the only one among the top-citing authors to invoke the work of Bataille and Guattari. Table 6 shows the institutional affiliations of the 10 authors, but it should be remembered that scholars often relocate in the course of their careers. Thus, Day's move from Wayne State to Indiana in 2005 helped boost the latter's count. In any case, these are small numbers in the main and the presence of even one research-active scholar (think of John Budd at Missouri) can explain an 
Conclusion
French theory may have become 'merely one critical paradigm among others' [6, p. B14] in the academy, but it is not yet passé in information studies. If anything, the rate of absorption has been somewhat slow. The number of citations to our group of 16 French thinkers may be small in both absolute and relative terms (see Table 2 ), but it continues to rise. In the language of diffusion theory, we are more laggards than early adopters. As shown, citations to the work of the French are to be found in a cross-section of information studies journals, which seems to suggest a growing interest in, and tolerance of, Continental philosophy (names such as Antonio Gramsci and Jürgen Habermas are also increasingly common in the literature of the field) and 'isms' in general [17, 18] . This trend may well continue, as former students of scholars such as John Budd, Ronald Day, and Sanna Talja join the ranks of the professorate, in the process raising awareness of poststructuralism and its legacy within information studies. As of now, however, there is no evidence that the field has been populated by radicals and relativists, or that departments of information studies are systematically hiring faculty sympathetic to, for want of a more precise term, French theory. Of course, citation analysis is a rather crude instrument with which to capture the receptivity or resistance of a field towards a congeries of new theoretical and methodological approaches, whether French theory or something else. The ways in, and reasons for, which two scholars such as, say, Mike Thelwall and Wayne Wiegand, cite French theorists will be quite different, though such differences will only be appreciated properly through contextual analysis of their writings, as should be clear from the examples in the Appendix. Moreover, resistance to 'the New', or what Kling [19] tellingly termed 'critical chill', may in certain cases cause authors to minimize direct citation of French theorists for fear of provoking the ire of the establishment. Needless to say, cultural resistance of this kind cannot be captured using bibliometric techniques.
We have provided here a first snapshot of the impact of French theory on information studies, but we have certainly not told the full story, not least because the effects of recent French imports on the intellectual economy of information studies are necessarily lagged and up to this point at least, as our findings suggest, diffuse in nature. Others may wish to extend our approach by, for instance, examining the extent to which French theorists are featured in the course syllabi of North American information studies programs or the frequency with which such thinkers are cited in doctoral dissertations.
